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APPENDIX J 

ARFF TRAINING FACILITY 
STUDY COMMITTEE SITE EVALUATION RESULTS 1 

Potential Host Site 
Evaluation 

Criteria Wil l iams 
Evaluation Criteria 2 Weight 3 Evergreen 4 Holbrook 4 Kingman 4 Prescott 4 Tucson 4 Gateway 4 Y u m a  4 Phoenix 4 

Willing Host 3 6.8 7.1 7.5 4.5 7.5 8.3 7.1 7.5 
Land Availability 3 7.9 8.3 8.3 5.3 8.3 7.9 8.3 5.5 
Land Use 3 7.9 7.9 8.3 5.6 8.6 7.9 8.3 7.0 
Travel Distance 3 7.5 4.9 4.5 7.5 6.8 8.6 5.3 7.0 
Distance to Alt. 3 5.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 5.3 5.3 4.9 4.0 
Env. Impacts 3 7.5 8.3 8.3 6.0 7.1 5.3 7.5 6.0 
Community 3 7.9 8.6 6.0 4.5 7.5 6.4 7.9 6.0 
Acceptability 
Training/Ed. Support 3 3.5 3.8 3.3 3.3 4.3 4.5 3.8 4.7 
Lodging/Meals/Rec. 2 3.8 3.3 3.3 3.8 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 
Commercial Air Service 2 3.3 2.4 2.6 3.3 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.3 
Complimentary Use 2 3.5 3.3 2.8 2.8 4.3 3.8 3.3 4.3 
Facilities 
Ground Access 2 4.0 4.3 4.0 3.5 3.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 
Exist. Support Facilities 2 4.0 3.0 2.8 3.0 4.5 4.0 4.3 4.7 
Utilities 2 4.0 3.8 3.8 4.0 4.8 4.5 3.5 4.7 
Emergency Service 1 1.5 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.9 2.0 1.9 2.2 
Utilization Restrictions 1 1.6 1.9 1.9 1.5 1.8 1.4 1.4 2.7 
Misc. Factors 3 3.8 5.0 6.0 5.6 7.1 6.4 5.6 4.5 
Costs 3 3.4 3.4 4.1 3.0 5.3 3.4 4.9 6.0 

T O T A L  VALUES* 87.5 84.5 82.6 69.2 96.9 92.5 90.3 90.4 

Rafiking ~ 6 7 8 1 4 I I 5 I 2 I 

1 Results based on individual committee member ratings conducted August 4th and October 1 lth, 1995 (Eight often members participating). 
2 See Table 10.3 for Site Evaluation Matrix for criteria. 
3 Evaluation Criteria Weight (1 = low, 2 = medium, 3 = high). 
4 Site Criteria Value (ECW) (Site-Specific Faetor)/No. Comm. Members. 
5 Site Specific Values (1 = low, 2 = medium, 3 = high). 
6 Total Values = Sum of  Site-Specific Values. 
7 Rankings = Rank order (highest to lowest) based on total value. 
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ARFF FEASIBILITY STUDY 

#1  

Evaluation Criteria 

Willing Host 
Land Availability 
Land Use 
Travel Distance 
Distance to AIt. 
Env. Impacts 
Community Acceptability 
Training/Ed, Support 
Lodging/Meals/Rec 
Commercial Air Service 
Complimentary Use Facilities 
Ground Access 
Exist. Support Facilities 
Utilities 
Emergency Service 
Utilization Restrictions 
Misc. Factors 
Costs 

• Totals 

Criteria Weight 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
3 

Evergreen 

3 
9 
3 
6 
3 
6 
9 
2 
2 
2 
4 
4 
4 
2 
1 
1 
3 
3 

67 

Holbrook 

3 
9 
6 
6 
3 
3 
9 
2 
4 
2 
4 
4 
2 
4 
1 
1 
3 
6 

72 

Kingman 

6 
6 
9 
9 
3 
6 
6 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
1 
1 
3 
9 

87 

Prescott 

3 

Tucson 
Williams/ 
Gateway Yuma 

9 6 9 
3 9 6 9 
3 9 6 9 
9 9 9 9 
3 3 3 3 
3 9 6 9 
3 9 6 9 
4 4 2 4 
2 2 2 4 
4 4 2 4 
2 4 2 4 
4 4 4 4 
2 4 2 4 
4 4 2 4 
1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 
3 6 3 6 
3 9 3 9 

57 100 66 102 

Phoenix 
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# 2  

Evaluation Criteria 

Willing Host 
Land Availability 
Land Use 
Travel Distance 
Distance to AIt. * 
Env. Impacts 
Community Acceptability 
Training/Ed. Support 
Lodging/Meals/Rec 
Commercial Air Service 
Complimentary Use Facilities 
Ground Access 
Exist. Support Facilities 
Utilities 
Emergency Service 
Utilization Restrictions 
Misc, Factors * 
Costs * 

Totals 

Criteria Weight 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
3 

Evergreen 

9 
9 

Holbrook 

9 
9 

9 9 
6 3 

9 9 
6 9 
4 4 
2 2 
2 2 
2 2 
2 4 
4 2 
4 2 
1 1 
1 1 

70 68 

Kingman Prescott Tucson 
Williams/ 
Gateway Yuma Phoenix 

9 3 6 9 6 9 
9 3 9 9 6 6 
9 3 9 9 9 6 
3 6 6 9 3 9 

0 
9 9 6 3 6 6 
3 3 6 6 9 6 
4 4 4 4 4 4 
4 4 4 4 4 4 
2 2 4 4 2 4 
2 2 4 4 2 4 
4 2 4 4 2 4 
2 4 4 4 4 4 
4 4 4 4 2 4 
1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 1 

0 
0 

66 51 72 75 61 72 
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ARFF FEASIBIUTY STUDY 

# 3  

Evaluation Criteria 

Willing Host 
Land Availability 
Land Use 
Travel Distance 
Distance to AIt. 
Env. Impacts 
Community Acceptability 
Training/Ed. Support 
Lodging/Meals/Rec 
Commercial Air Service 
Complimentary Use Facilities 
Ground Access 
Exist. Support Facilities 
Utilities 
Emergency Service 
Utilization Restrictions 
Misc. Factors 
Costs 

Totals 

Criteria Weight Eve~men Holbrook ~ngman 

3 6 9 9 
3 9 9 9 
3 9 9 9 
3 9 3 3 
3 9 9 9 
3 6 9 9 
3 9 9 6 
2 2 4 2 
2 4 4 4 
2- 6 2 4 
2 2 4 2 
2 4 4 4 
2 4 2 2 
2 6 4 6 
1 3 1 2 
1' 3 3 3 
3 6 9 9 
3 6 6 6 

103 100 98 

Prescott Tucson 
Williams/ 
Gateway Yuma Phoenix 

6 9 9 6 9 
9 9 9 9 3 
9 9 9 9 9 
9 6 9 3 9 
9 9 9 9 9 
9 6 6 6 6 
6 9 9 9 6 
2 4 4 2 4 
4 4 4 4 4 
4 6 6 4 6 
2 4 4 2 4 
4 4 4 4 4 
4 6 6 2 6 
6 6 6 4 6 
2 3 3 2 3 
3 2 2 2 2 
9 9 9 6 9 
3 9 6 6 6 

100 114 114 89 105 
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ARFF FEASIBILITY STUDY 

# 4  

Evaluation Criteria 

Willing Host 
Land Availability 
Land Use 
Travel Distance 
Distance to AIt. 
Env. Impacts 
Community Acceptability 
Training/Ed. Support 
Lodging/Meals/Rec 
Commercial Air Service 
Complimentary Use Facilities 
Ground Access 
Exist. Support Facilities 
Utilities 
Emergency Service 
Utilization Restrictions 
Misc. Factors 
Costs 

Totals 

Criteria Weight Evergreen Holbrook Kingman Prescott Tucson 
Williams/ 
Gateway Yuma 

3 9 9 9 3 6 6 9 
3 9 9 9 3 9 6 9 
3 9 9 9 3 9 6 6 
3 9 3 3 9 6 9 6 
3 6 3 3 3 6 6 3 
3 9 9 9 3 6 3 9 
3 9 9 9 3 6 3 9 
2 4 4 4 2 2 6 4 
2 4 2 2 4 4 4 4 
2 2 2 2 4 4 4 4 
2 4 2 2 4 4 4 2 
2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
2 4 4 2 2 4 4 4 
2 2 2 2 2 4 4 2 
1 1 1 1 2 3 3 3 
1 3 3 3 1 2 2 2 
3 3 9 9 6 9 9 6 
3 6 6 6 6 9 3 9 

97 90 88 64 97 86 95 
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ARFF FEASIBILITY STUDY 

# 5  

Evaluation Criteria 

Willing Host 
Land Availability 
Land Use 
Travel Distance 
Distance to AIt. 
Env. Impacts 
Community Acceptability 
Training/Ed. Support 
Lodging/Meals/Rec 
Commercial Air Service 
Complimentary Use Facilities 
Ground Access 
Exist. Support Facilities 
Utilities 
Emergency Service 
Utilization Restrictions 
Misc. Factors 
Costs 

Totals 

Criteria Weight Evergreen Holbrook Kingman Prescott 

3 6 6 6 3 
3 9 9 9 6 
3 9 9 6 3 
3 6 3 3 6 
3 9 3 6 6 
3 9 9 6 3 
3 9 6 6 3 
2 4 4 4 4 
2 4 4 4 4 
2 2 2 2 2 
2 4 4 4 2 
2 4 6 6 4 
2 6 4 2 2 
2 6 6 4 4 
1 1 3 2 2 
1 2 2 2 1 
3 3 6 3 3 
3 6 3 6 6 

99 89 81 64 

Tucson 
Williams/ 
Gateway Yuma Phoenix 

9 9 6 9 
9 9 9 3 
9 6 9 6 
9 9 3 9 
9 9 9 
9 6 9 6 
9 6 9 6 
6 6 4 6 
6 6 6 4 
6 4 6 6 
4 4 4 4 
4 6 6 6 
4 4 6 4 

6 6 4 2 
3 3 3 2 
3 2 2 1 
9 6 6 0 
9 9 9 0 

123 110 110 74 
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ARFF FEASIBILITY STUDY 

# 6  

Evaluation Criteria 

Willing Host 
Land Availability 
Land Use 
Travel Distance 
Distance to AIt. 
Env. Impacts 
Community Acceptability 
Training/Ed. Support 
Lodging/Meals/Rec 
Commercial Air Service 
Complimentary Use Facilities 
Ground Access 
Exist. Support Facilities 
Utilities 
Emergency Service 
Utilization Restrictions 
Misc. Factors 
Costs * 

Totals 

Criteria Weight Evergreen Holbrook 

3 3 6 
3 3 9 
3 6 9 
3 6 6 
3 9 6 
3 9 9 
3 9 9 
2 2 4 
2 4 2 
2 2 2 
2 2 2 
2 4 4 
2 2 2 
2 2 2 
1 1 1 
1 1 1 
3 3 9 
3 

68 83 

Kingman Prescott 

6 3 
9 6 
9 9 
6 9 
3 3 
9 6 
6 6 
2 2 
2 2 
4 4 
2 2 
4 2 
4 2 
2 2 
1 1 
1 1 
9 9 

79 69 

Tucson 
Williams/ 
Gateway Yuma Phoenix 

9 9 6 9 
9 9 9 6 
9 9 9 6 
6 9 3 9 
9 6 9 9 
9 6 9 6 
9 6 9 3 
4 4 4 6 
4 4 2 6 
2 4 4 6 
4 4 4 6 
4 4 2 6 
4 4 4 6 
4 4 '2 6 
1 1 1 3 
1 1 1 9 
9 9 6 9 

0 
97 93 84 111 
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ARFF FEASIBILITY STUDY 

# 7  

Evaluation Criteria 

Willing Host 
Land Availability 
Land Use 
Travel Distance 
Distance to AIt. 
Env. Impacts 
Community Acceptability 
Training/Ed. Support 
Lodging/Meals/Rec 
Commemial Air Service 
Complimentary Use Facilities 
Ground Access 
Exist. Support Facilities 
Utilities 
Emergency Service 
Utilization Restrictions 
Misc. Factors 
Costs 

Totals 

Criteria Weight Evergreen Holbrook Kingman Prescott 

3 9 9 9 9 
3 6 6 9 6 
3 9 6 9 9 
3 9 6 6 6 
3 9 6 6 6 
3 9 9 9 9 
3 9 9 9 9 
2 4 2 2 4 
2 4 2 2 4 
2 4 1 1 2 
2 4 2 2 4 
2 4 2 2 4 
2 2 2 2 4 
2 4 4 4 4 
1 1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 1 1 
3 9 1 6 6 
3 6 6 6 6 

103 75 86 94 

Tucson 
Williams/ 
Gateway Yuma Phoenix 

9 9 9 3. 
6 6 9 9 
9 9 9 9 
6 9 6 3 
6 9 6 6 
9 9 9 9 
9 9 6 6 
4 4 4 2 
4 4 4 2 
2 2 2 4 
4 2 4 2 
2 4 4 2 
4 2 4 2 
4 4 4 4 
1 1 1 1 
1 1 1 t 
6 9 6 3 
6 6 6 6 

92 99 94 74 
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# 8  

Evaluation Criteria 

Willing Host 
Land Availability 
Land Use 
Travel Distance 
Distance to AIt.* 
Env. Impacts 
Community Acceptability 
Training/Ed. Support 
Lodging/Meals/Rec 
Commercial Air Service 
Complimentary Use Facilities 
Ground Access 
Exist. Support Facilities 
Utilities 
Emergency Service 
Utilization Restrictions 
Misc. Factors 
Costs * 

Totals 

Criteria Weight Evergreen Holbrook Kingman Prescott 
Williams/ 

Tucson Gateway Yuma Phoenix 

3 9 6 6 6 3 9 6 6. 
3 9 .  6 6 6 6 9 6 6 
3 9 6 6 6 6 9 6 6 
3 9 9 3 6 6 6 9 3 
3 0 
3 3 9 9 6 3 3 3 3 
3 3 9 3 3 3 6 3 9 
2 6 6 4 4 6 6 4 6 
2 6 6 4 6 6 6 6 6 
2 6 6 2 4 4 6 6 6 
2 6 6 4 4 6 6 4 6 
2 6 6 4 4 2 6 6 2 
2 6 6 4 4 6 6 6 6 
2 6 6 4 6 6 6 6 6 
1 3 2 1 2 2 3 3 3 
1 1 3 3 3 3 1 1 2 
3 3 3 9 9 9 6 9 6 
3 O, 

91 95 72 79 77 94 84 82 




